



















Abstract. Th e aim of this paper is to review Lithuanian cultural policy system and achieve-
ment in its improvement. Th e main tasks to achieve this aim are: to give brief overview 
of Lithuanian cultural policy and its major developments; to compare Lithuanian 
cultural indicators with other EU member states; to develop policy recommendations 
based on analysis conducted. Studies show that adults’ culture consumption habits are 
infl uenced by the frequency and the earliness of encounter with culture and whether 
they are taught to participate in cultural life. Th erefore, increasing the accessibility of 
culture to children regardless of their family and social environment is an important 
priority of our culture policy. It can take the form of both integrating cultural educa-
tion disciplines into the curriculum of general education and creating educational 
programmes adapted to the young generation and the cultural activity centers.
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INTRODUCTION
Everyone knows that Arts and Culture make a contribution to health, to education, to crime reduction, 
to strong communities, to the economy and to the nation’s well-being. (Merli, 2002). Culture is not simply 
a large and important sector of the economy, it is a ‘social software’ that is badly needed to manage the 
complexity of contemporary societies and economies in all of its manifold implications (Sterne, 2002). Th e 
total indirect macroeconomic impact of cultural participation is likely to be much bigger than the (already 
remarkable) direct one. Th ese eff ects are further strengthened by the growth of the cultural and creative in-
dustries, but only insofar as such growth is as inclusive and participative as possible. Th ere is a strong statisti-
cal association between life expectancy and cultural participation (Th rosby, 2001). Th ere is an equally strong 
association between cultural participation and psychological well‐being (Grossi et al, 2011). Th e well‐being 
impact of cultural participation is especially strong among the severely ill and the elderly. Systematic cul-
tural participation in these categories might bring about substantial improvement in their quality of life. At 
the same time, cultural participation might signifi cantly reduce hospitalization frequency and duration for 
chronic pathologies. If this is true, the whole program could be fi nanced through the consequential saving 










Lithuanian cultural policy: 
challenges and achievements
Streimikiene D., (2016), Lithuanian cultural policy: challenges and achievements,
Journal of International Studies, Vol. 9, No 1, pp. 219-228. 
DOI: 10.14254/2071-8330.2016/9-1/16
Journal of International Studies Vol. 9, No.1, 2016
220
But reasoning about culture as a major, direct determinant of health or of physical and psychological 
well- being is a less uncontroversial point. Th is is due to the fact that, compared to other health-relevant 
factors such as, to name just a few, dietary and smoking habits, genetic endowment, exposure to toxicity or 
stress, but also level of income or quality of social relationships, culture is often intuitively judged to have 
a relatively minor impact on signifi cant quantities such as life expectation or (suitably measured) well-being. 
At most, there may be the recognition that some of these major factors, such as for instance dietary and 
smoking habits, can be at least in part culturally determined. But again, concern for culture is instrumental 
to the fact that it turns out to act upon other, intrinsically relevant matter (Grossi et al, 2011).
Culture includes many elements, including language, customs, beliefs, traditions, and ways of com-
municating (Klamer, Zuidhof, 1998). Another way of defi ning culture is to describe is “as the way things are 
done around here.” Th is way one can conclude that culture plays an important role and in fact causes impacts 
development in several diff erent fi elds of our daily life (Frey, 1997). Cultural policy is a policy that governs 
activities related to arts and culture. It involves fostering processes, legal classifi cations and institutions which 
promote cultural diversity and accessibility, as well as enhancing and promulgating the arts, literature, and 
other expressions of all people and especially cultural heritage. Th is is a result of a strategy of “policy attach-
ment”, whereby the arts, which constitute a policy area commanding small budgets and little political clout, 
have progressively attached themselves to economic and social agendas, thus benefi ting from the larger budg-
ets and greater political infl uence of those areas of public policy (Belfi ore, 2002; Bilan et al., 2015). 
Recent years have brought principal changes in Lithuania’s state cultural policy. Th e government ap-
proved the Inter-Institutional Action Plan for 2012-2014 Implementing the Guidelines for Alteration of the 
Lithuanian Cultural Policy in 2011. Th e Ministry of Culture set several priorities for the year 2014: access to 
culture for all groups in society; eff ectiveness of protection and relevance of cultural heritage; international 
competitiveness of Lithuanian culture and cultural products; enhancing tolerance and intercultural dia-
logue; and development of cultural services via the media. A Ministry of Culture survey Public participation 
in culture and content of cultural services (2014) revealed the changes in quality of cultural services provided 
in municipalities. According to the survey, the positive evaluation of service quality was applied to all sectors 
of culture. Th e most positive service quality changes were estimated in libraries (59% of respondents) and 
access to archives via the internet (55%), fi lm shows and visual arts, however comparison of cultural indi-
cators with other EU member states are necessary in order to reveal progress achieved in consumption of 
cultural goods and services by population.
 THE MAIN TARGETS OF LITHUANIAN CULTURAL POLICY
Th e objectives of Lithuanian culture policy are laid out in several documents: the Provisions for Culture 
Policy of the Republic of Lithuania, the Government Programme, and the Strategic Plans of the Ministry 
of Culture for 2009–2011 and 2010–2012. Th e Provisions for Culture Policy of the Republic of Lithuania 
is an important document. Although the state had been implementing culture policy before it was drawn 
up, this document was adopted only in 2001. Th is document lists the main objectives of Lithuanian culture 
policy:
1. To preserve and cultivate the national cultural identity;
2. To encourage creative activity and artistic diversity;
3. To develop the information society;
4. To encourage the openness of national culture;
5. To create the conditions for the society to participate in and consume culture.
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Th e Ministry must implement these objectives through its strategic plans. Th e objectives laid out in 
the Provisions are long-term, yet they are fairly abstract; however, the Ministry’s strategic plans reveal the 
Ministry is currently in the process of implementing most of its objectives (Rimkus, 2010). Th is document 
was adopted 9 years ago, while the situation in both Lithuania and the world has already changed. In 2010, 
the need for the Law on Culture Policy was addressed. Th e President initiated a working group to draw 
up the new culture policy guidelines, yet the Parliament still delays the reading of this project for unclear 
reasons. Th ere are diff erent commentaries, yet it is obvious that Lithuania needs a high-quality document 
regulating culture policy. Th e Lithuanian culture policy guidelines project presents one objective: “to create 
a renewed Lithuanian culture policy model that would make it possible to reveal, preserve and develop the 
society’s cultural identity and creative potential”. 
1. Th e objective entails 10 tasks, which the interviewed expert identifi ed as existing problems of 
Lithuanian culture policy (Liutkus, 2010):
2. To establish the status of culture as a strategic direction of the state’s development by giving priority 
to culture policy.
3. To reform and democratize the administration of culture by developing the self-regulation of the latter.
4. To improve the current culture funding system by ensuring the reinvestment of the income of the 
culture sector back into culture.
5. To increase the intellectual capital of Lithuanian artists and the competitive potential of the creative 
industries based on it.
6. To encourage life-long development of people’s cultural competencies and creativity.
7. To develop an all-encompassing, integrated heritage preservation policy.
8. To ensure sustainable development by combining the objectives of heritage and environmental protec-
tion with urban development and spatial planning.
9. To make culture more accessible in the whole of Lithuania.
10. To expand Lithuania’s cultural space by bringing together Lithuania’s representatives in the world.
11. To disseminate Lithuanian culture abroad in a conceptual and targeted way, seeking to attain the long-
term objectives.
Th ese objectives are long-term and remain relevant today. Th e fi rst objective encompasses all elements 
related to the unique identity of the national culture and its recognition. It entails, fi rst of all, preservation of 
the national language, encouragement of correct use of the latter, preservation of ethnic culture, preservation 
and popularization of cultural heritage by linking it to tourism, as well as provision of support to Lithuanian 
communities in foreign countries and ethnic minorities in Lithuania. Th e basis of the second objective is 
the support of artists and their organizations, creation of conditions for dissemination of art not only on 
the national level, but also in municipalities, ensuring people’s access to high-quality cultural services, and 
development of creative industries. Th e third objective creates the preconditions for the citizens to educate 
themselves and receive information through libraries and museums, as well as for the training of culture 
specialists. Th e fourth objective creates the preconditions for representing Lithuania abroad and shaping its 
international image through culture. Th e task emphasized by the fi fth objective is to engage the public in 
the art and culture processes through cultural events and encouragement of non-professional art collectives, 
societies and gatherings. Th is objective also stresses the need to support non-governmental organizations 
as agents that encourage public involvement, and to create favorable conditions for their development. 
Municipalities are not left out either. Together with the ministry, they are responsible for implementing 
the identifi ed long-term objectives. Th e following key principles are emphasized: identity – the ensuring of 
Lithuanians’ and the ethnic minorities’ possibility to cultivate and preserve their culture; decentralization 
– the division of culture policy management, formulation and implementation between municipalities and 
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the state, development of cultural self-governance; openness – dissemination of Lithuanian culture abroad 
and acquaintance with other nations’ cultures (Rimkus, 2010).
Reinforcement of the Ministry of Culture and the restoration of its role of initiator and coordinator of 
culture policy can be considered one of the objectives of the 15th Government of Lithuania. Th e Councils of 
the Ministry do not stay behind as well, as they seek to improve their regulations and quality of work, as well 
as developing the artists’ social security programme (pension schemes for artists). Th e development of the 
creative industries is another focus, with encouragement of scientifi c research and artistic/cultural projects, 
incentives for investment in Lithuanian cinema, and creation of a special foundation using money from the 
European Union’s structural funds.
Th e National Lithuanian Cultural Development Programme 2003–2009, drew up by the Ministry of 
Culture, attracted quite a lot of criticism. Th e 2009–2011 strategic plan of the Ministry of Culture has been 
met critically as well, and lists the same three strategic objectives: 1. “To encourage the creative activity of art 
and culture creators and its dissemination”. 2. “To preserve and popularize Lithuania’s cultural heritage and 
traditions, encourage the public to participate in cultural processes, and increase the accessibility of culture 
and public-access information”. 3. “To provide the infrastructural and fi nancial framework for the develop-
ment of high-quality services and promotion of diversity of cultural initiatives”.
Of particular importance is the Regional Culture Development Programme– it is a legal document 
which promotes an even cultural development of the country’s regions. Th e document presents an analysis of 
the existing situation: county governors lack concern for culture, while state funding of regional programmes 
is insuffi  cient, and is usually tied to offi  cial anniversaries. Regional cultural institutions do not receive the 
necessary and innovative technical means, information is scarce, often uncoordinated and duplicated, dis-
semination of professional art is decreasing in scale, increasingly few cultural services are available, traditions 
and ethnic culture do not receive due attention. Th e objective of this programme is the decentralization of 
culture management by creating the legal, fi nancial and administrative conditions for the development of 
regional culture. Th e private sector is encouraged to support cultural heritage by organizing special projects, 
seminars and conferences. Th e means of implementation are these: establishment of regional culture centers, 
creation of an electronic database of culture and tourism services, heritage objects and recreational routes, 
and surveying the residents’ cultural needs (Liutkus, 2010; Martinaitytė & Kregždaitė, 2015).
Th e means of culture funding can be divided into two groups: direct and indirect. Th e direct ones 
include subsidies for cultural institutions, grants and rents for artists, and similar forms of funding. Th e 
indirect ones include VAT and other exemptions for businesses creating the cultural product. One problem 
is the decreasing expenditure for culture; another problem is that the Ministry of Culture cannot receive 
money from the EU structural funds directly, as it failed to prepare the projects for receiving fi nancing from 
the structural funds in 2008–2013, and therefore has to cooperate with other ministries in order to make use 
of at least a part of the EU money. Having in mind that the fi nancing of the Ministry of Culture is among 
the lowest in Lithuania, this is a great loss and a great inadvertence.
At the moment it is the Ministry of Culture of the Republic of Lithuania that formulates and imple-
ments the culture policy. Th e Ministry’s mission is to create the conditions for the continuity, develop-
ment and dissemination of national culture, the society’s free creative expression and participation in cultural 
activity, and preservation of cultural values; to shape and help reveal the spiritual and material values of 
social groups and ethnic communities; to help develop a democratic, free and open society. Th e Ministry 
of Culture coordinates the work of the following councils, committees and expert commissions: Th e 
Lithuanian Culture and Art Council; Th e Cinema Council; Th e Library Council; Th e National Culture and 
Art Award Committee; Th e Lithuanian Council of Author’s and Neighboring Rights; Expert commissions 
of the Ministry of Culture (Th eatre, Fine Arts, Publishing, etc.).
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Regional self-government and public institutions also infl uence culture policy. Th e Parliament’s Science, 
Education and Culture Committee solve various culture-related issues, make decisions and analyses the 
culture-related legislation. Every Government of the Republic of Lithuania prepares its action plan, which 
encompasses the spheres of culture, art and cultural heritage. Th e Ministry of Culture provides support for 
regional or municipal cultural projects and professional art performances outside the bigger cultural centres 
as well as those initiatives of ethnic cultural groups. In 2011, the Ministry of Culture passed the Resolution 
on the Programme of Development of Culture in the Regions for the year 2012-2020. Total fi nancing by the 
Ministry of cultural activities in the regions and maintenance of institutions (Centre of Folk Culture) was 
12 767 000 LTL in 2014. Th e Programme of Development of Ethnic Culture may be closed at the end of 
2014 (launched in 2010). Th e Lithuanian Culture Council supports the programmes / projects which help 
to increase the cultural activities of municipalities and NGOs and to extend presentations of professional art 
performances beyond the bigger cultural centres.
COMPARISON OF LITHUANIAN CULTURAL INDICATORS 
WITH OTHER EU MEMBER STATES
European Commission is not authorized to harmonize legal and administrative regulations of the mem-
ber states in the cultural sector, though it has had the eff ect of standardizing policy formats across the EU in 
those areas in which it has become involved (Directorate General Internal Policies of the Union, 2006). Th e 
design, focus and implementation of European cultural policies vary across countries. Some have a central-
ized, ministry-supervised structure; others are decentralized. In some countries, public intervention plays 
the “sovereign” of culture; others employ a combination of public and private interventions. “Th ere is a great 
variety – limited only by the number of countries – in cultural policies and in the institutions set up to im-
plement them. And this variety refl ects not only diff ering national traditions in the organization of public 
functions and the delivery of public services, but diff ering philosophies and objectives regarding the whole 
area of culture and the arts” (Cummings, 1987). It is obvious need of a harmonized system of indicators for 
monitoring and evaluating at the Community level, a redefi nition of national statistics, and monitoring and 
evaluating individual member states (Fink-Hafner & Kustec-Lipicer, 2003; Heilbrun, Gray, 2001). Eurostat, 
the statistical offi  ce of the European Union, has been directly involved in the process of harmonizing cultural 
statistics, and a cultural statistics.
Libraries are the major source of culture dissemination in Lithuania. Th e libraries network of which 
covers the whole Lithuania have de facto become the hotbeds of culture dissemination in the Lithuanian 
province, attracting the communities’ cultural initiatives. Th e cultural activity they carry out must be appro-
priately encouraged and funded with regard to the role that library play (and could play even more actively) 
in the regions’ cultural life. Th eir mission would be to foster cultural life in the province, encourage and 
serve the local cultural initiatives, provide tourism information, etc. Th ere is a need for a competition-based 
funding programme for museum activity and presentation of professional art that would provide equal op-
portunities to receive funding to all public subjects who carry out museum activity in Lithuania.
Th ere were 3 108 employees in Lithuania’s state and municipality museums (106), 808 professional 
librarians in libraries under the Ministry of Culture (7 libraries) and 2 516 in 60 municipalities (1 281 librar-
ies), and 4 337 employees in municipal cultural centres (761) in 2013. 
According to labour force surveys conducted by Lithuania Statistics, the average monthly net wage of 
persons employed in the fi elds of arts, entertainment and recreation corresponded to 1 636 LTL in 2012 
(around 474.5 EUR). In comparison, for those employed in professional, scientifi c and technical sectors, the 
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average monthly wage was 2 691 LTL in 2012 (around 780 EUR). Th e average monthly net wage of culture 
employees was 700-800 LTL (around 200-250 EUR), least of all employees.
In order to increase the real (net) wage in the cultural sector, in 2008 the government approved 
the Programme for Raising Wages in the Culture and Art sector for the year 2009 – 2011. However, due to 
the economic crisis the increase in the level of wages has stopped. In 2014 the Ministry of Culture prepared 
the new model of remuneration for actors of state drama and music theatres who have partial labour hours in 
permanent job institutions. According to data selected by the Ministry in 2013, more than a quarter of the 
permanent professional actors of these theatres were not very active in repertoire plays and only performed 
in, on average, two plays per month. Th e model proposes to reorganise national and state theatres and con-
cert institutions into non-public institutions and to form theatre companies on temporary labour contracts
Th erefore though the employment in cultural sector is quite high in Lithuania however the wages of 
cultural workers are signifi cantly lower than those of teachers and are among the lowest. Th e wages of cul-
tural workers must be raised to the point where they will be suffi  cient not only for taking care of the basic 
needs, but also for ensuring a complete life. It is also necessary to renew the infrastructure of cultural institu-
tions and invest into establishment of new community centers. Purposeful investments in culture would be 
a sign that culture is treasured at the national level, and that the state needs cultural workers. One of the chief 
objectives of the Culture without Walls programme is to minimize the various forms of cultural exclusion by 
increasing the accessibility of culture. For this reason, it is necessary to renew cooperation and minimize the 
gap between professional and amateur art. It seems that until now the state has not realized the educational 
potential that amateur collectives have, has not dedicated due attention to such collectives’ activity, and has 
not raised the cultural workers’ wages and its spending on the upgrade of their qualifi cation
One of the major culture policy tasks is to create the demand for culture by ensuring the continuity of 
cultural life and seeking to minimize cultural exclusion within the society. On the one hand, it is necessary to 
take care of the creation of future demand for culture by rising the young generation as consumers of culture. 
On the other hand, it is also necessary to take care of the creation of demand for culture by encouraging the 
emergence of local hotbeds of consumption of culture – creating funds for supporting the small-scale cultural 
projects of the communities (inviting authors or cultural personalities for a creative evening, etc.) and usher-
ing in the emergence of local cultural initiatives and clubs. Th e cultural workers’ proactive role is particularly 
important in this process.
Creative industries are activities which are based on the individual’s creativity, skill and talent, and 
which can create material prosperity and jobs through the production of intellectual property. Creative work 
generates higher added value and creates the conditions for faster growth of income, providing long-term 
competitive advantage. Th erefore it is evident that Lithuania’s economic policy should encourage creative 
work rather than technical one, making the former constitute an increasingly larger part of the economy. It 
would be useful to enrich the existing industrial companies with creative industry units within them (the 
vertical approach). Th e main benefi ts provided by creative industries in Lithuania are: emergence of a strong 
economy sector with a high growth potential and possible infl uence on other sectors (e.g. tourism); possibil-
ity of economic and social cohesion in the country’s regions; positive eff ect on the image of the country and 
the region; dissemination of creativity and innovation in society; increasing prominence of creative profes-
sionals in businesses, changing organizational culture.
Presently, Lithuania’s creative industries-based business is fragmented, do not see themselves as a single 
movement, and are unwilling to open to collaboration in fear of competition. State support and opportuni-
ties to develop shared projects and integrate into international networks could bring them closer together. 
In the initial stage initiators of creative industries need state support to turn their creative skills into a source 
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of livelihood and make their activity interesting to the business sector, so that the latter would see them as 
economic partners. 
Th e Eurobarometersurvey on Cultural access and participation (2013) shows that since 2007 there has 
been a general decline in participation in most cultural activities in EU countries. Th e research revealed that 
only 49% of Lithuanians are interested in national culture and art whereas the average in Europe is 69%. In 
comparison with EU index (62%), a big number (71%) of Lithuanians don’t participate in any individual 
or group cultural activity. In a signifi cantly better position are Latvia (58%) and Estonia (50%). Attendance 
(visitors, spectators, readership) ratios depend on a variety of factors: quality of services, ticket prices, fi -
nancial capacity of the population, their cultural interests, leisure time priorities, specifi cs of the event itself 
(theatre performance, concert, exhibition, etc.), and the image of the institution. Surveys which monitor the 
participation of national minority groups in multi-cultural festivals have not yet been developed. 
Development of attendance rates for selected cultural institutions in Lithuania during 2007-2011 is 
given in Table 1
Table 1
Dynamics of attendance rates for selected cultural institutions in Lithuania during 2007-2011







 2007 2007 2011 2011
Cinemas 44 3 300 000 33 3 047 300
Drama theatres 13 1 000 000 13 890 000
Non-public theatres 21 295 000 26 296 000
Concert organisations 6 146 000 8 140 000
Museums 106 3 100 000 105 2 655 000
Libraries 1 395 752 000 1 327 716 000
Public archives 15 33 749 16 36 400
Source: (Statistics Lithuania. Culture, Press and Sports, 2008; 2012).
Cinema attendance during the last years in Lithuania was strongly infl uenced by tickets prices, fi lm ad-
vertising and management failures, the real income level of the population and the processes of emigration. 
In 2012, there were 32 cinemas operating in the country, with a total of 83 cinema halls and 1.250 showings 
per cinema hall on average (Table 2).
Table 2
Dynamics of cinema attendance in Lithuania during 2011–2013
Year Total admissions Per capita Population of Lithuania
2011 3 047 300 0.93 3 201 334
2012 3 020 332 1.009 3 007 758
2013 3 256 995 1.10 2 958 182
Source: (Statistics Lithuania. Culture, Press and Sports, 2008; 2012).
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In Table 3 the main cultural indicators discussed in this chapter are compared for Lithuania and several 
EU member states.
 Table 3



















Percentage of persons 
who have read at least 
one book in the last 12 
months, %
68 74 - 80 63 78 - -
Average annual number 
of cinema admissions per 
inhabitant
1.0 1.1 1.7 1.3 1.0 1.2 2.5 0.8
Number of inhabitants 
per cinema screen, 1000s 43 50 26 17 38 15 14 21
Employment in cultural 
sectors as a share of total 
employment, %
2.0 2.3 2.0 2.3 1.4 1.7 2.3 1.1
Share of cultural expen-
diture in total household 
expenditure, %
2.8 3.8 4.7 5.1 4.3 5.0 5.6 3.3
Percentage of persons 
who have attended a live 
performance at least once 
in the last 12 months, %
47 45 55 64 22 37 61 52
Mean consumption 
expenditure of household 
on cultural goods and 
services, PPS 
14,730 11,381 30,288 - - 15,263 28,560 15,041
Households having 
access to the internet at 
home 2012, %
60 58 90 78 59 53 85 62
Source: (Eurostat, 2016).
As one can see from information provided in Table 3 the share of cultural expenditures as a share of total 
household expenditures is the lowest in Lithuania comparing with other analyzed EU member states though 
the percentage of persons who attended a live performance at least once per year and cinema admission indi-
cators are quite high in Lithuania comparing with Poland and Czech Republic. Th is indicates comparatively 
low prices of live performances and high share of expenses on food and communal services in Lithuania. 
Th e average annual number of cinema admissions per inhabitant in Lithuania is quite similar to other EU 
member states and higher than in Slovakia. Th e percentage of persons who have read at least one book per 
year in Lithuania is also higher than in Poland and other EU member states. 
Indicators of employment in cultural sectors are also quite high in Lithuania and makes 2% of the total 
employment. In Slovakia, Poland and Czech Republic this indicator is signifi cantly lower. In Denmark this 
indicator is 2.5 times higher than in Lithuania, in old EU member states cultural indicators representing 
involvement of citizens in cultural life and state fi nancing of culture are signifi cantly higher than in new 
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EU member states. In Lithuania state expenditures for culture sector makes about 2.6% of total budget 
expenditures in 2012 and is similar to Denmark’s cultural expenditures share in total expenditures in 2001 
.In Estonia public expenditure on culture makes about 3.6% of total expenditures.
Indicators of IT usage in households are very high in Lithuania and internet access in household’s makes 
60% and are higher than in Poland, Czech Republic, Slovakia and other new member states. Just old EU 
member states such as Netherlands, Denmark, Finland and others have higher internet access of households’ 
indicators. 
CONCLUSIONS
Culture and arts make a contribution to health, to education, to crime reduction, to strong communi-
ties, to the economy and to the nation’s well-being therefore cultural policies are being implemented in all 
developed and developing nations.
Th ough Lithuania has developed ambitious cultural policy country distinguishes from other EU mem-
ber states with quite average cultural indicators showing low rates of percentage of persons who have read 
at least one book in the last 12 months, low annual number of cinema and theatre admissions etc. showing 
low aff ordability rate to cultural services in the country.
Improvement of the legal framework, implementation of the adopted legal provisions and increase in 
the effi  ciency of State assistance in coordinating the priorities of the diff erent sources of funding for culture 
development have created the possibility of protecting and developing culture in Lithuania.
Th e large numbers of creative professionals encourage the development of the creative industry. 
Improvement of the institutional system for cultural heritage protection enables collaboration between pub-
lic authorities, municipalities as well as legal and natural entities in the management of cultural heritage 
objects. Development of the cultural NGOs allows formation of a State culture policy that meets the public 
needs. Modern IT tools contribute to the dissemination of national culture as well as accessibility of culture 
to the public in Lithuania.
In Lithuania cultural expenditures as a share of total household expenditures is the lowest comparing 
with other EU member states though the other cultural indicators such as admission of live performances or 
cinema are quite high showing comparatively low prices of live performances and high share of expenses on 
food and communal services in Lithuania.
Indicators of employment in cultural sectors are o quite high in Lithuania and makes 2 percent of the 
total employment however salaries in this are the lowest one. Lithuanian state expenditures for culture sector 
makes about 2.6% of total budget expenditures in 2012 and are lower than in Latvia, Estonia and many old 
EU members states indicating low budget expenditures for culture. 
Seeking to achieve a consistent cultural policy and taking into consideration that the situation of culture 
in Lithuania demands a critical approach, attention and positive changes as up to now this sector hasn’t at-
tract necessary state support.
Journal of International Studies Vol. 9, No.1, 2016
228
LITERATURE
Belfi ore, E. (2002). ‘Art as a Means towards Alleviating Social Exclusion: Does It Really Work? A Critique of Instrumental 
Cultural Policies and Social Impact Studies in the UK’, International Journal of Cultural Policy, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 
91–106
Belfi ore, E. & Bennett, O. (2007a). ‘Rethinking the Social Impacts of the Arts’, International Journal of Cultural Policy, 
vol. 13, no. 2, pp. 135–151. 
Belfi ore, E. & Bennett, O. (2007b). ‘Determinants of Impact: Towards a Better Understanding of Encounters with the 
Arts’, Cultural Trends, vol. 16, no. 3, pp. 225–275. 
Bilan, Y., Cabelkova, I., Strielkowski, W. (2015) State taxes and cultural values: Evidence from the microeconomic data, 
Actual Problems of Economics, 164 (2), pp. 108-116.
Cummings, M. C. and Katz, R. S. (1987). Th e Patron State - Governments and the Arts in Europe, North America, and 
Japan, Oxford University Press. Oxford. 
Directorate General Internal Policies of the Union (2006), Financing Arts and Culture in the European Union.
Eurobarometer (2013). Eurobarometer survey on Cultural access and participation 
Grossi, E., Sacco, P. L., Blessi, G. T., Cerutti, R. (2011). Th e Impact of Culture on the Individual Subjective Well-Being 
of the Italian Population: An Exploratory Study, Applied Research Quality Life, 6(4):387-410. 
Frey, B. (1997). Th e Evaluation of Cultural Heritage: Some Critical Issues. Economic perspectives on cultural heritage, 
MacMillan, London.
Fink-Hafner, D. and Kustec-Lipicer, S. (2003). Monitoring and Evaluating Cultural Policies in Europe - Th e Role of Cultural 
Statistic, Paper prepared for the Hawaii International Conference - Statistics, 5-8 June, Honolulu, Hawaii.
Heilbrun, J. and Gray, C. M. (2001). the Economics of Art and Culture, Second Edition, Cambridge University Press, 
Cambridge, UK.
Klamer, A. and Zuidhof, P.W. (1998). Th e Role of the Th ird Sphere in the World of the Arts. Paper presented at the XX 
Conference of the Association of Cultural Economics International, Barcelona.
Liutkus V. (2010). Compendium. Cultural Policies and Trends in Europe. Country Profi le. Lithuania.
Martinaitytė, E., Kregždaitė, R. (2015), Th e factors of creative industries development in nowadays stage, Economics and 
Sociology, Vol. 8, No 1, pp. 55-70. DOI: 10.14254/2071- 789X.2015/8-1/5
Merli, P. (2002). ‘Evaluating the Social Impact of Participation in Arts Activities’, International Journal of Cultural Policy, 
vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 107–118
Rimkus I. (2010). Th e implementation of Lithuania’s National Culture Policy. Vytautas Magnum University. Kaunas.
Sterne, J. (2002). ‘Cultural Policy Studies and the Problem of Political Representation’, Th e Communication Review, vol. 
5, no. 1, pp. 59–89. Szeman, I. (2003) ‘Culture and Globalization, or, the Humanities in Ruins’, New Centennial 
Review, vol. 3, no. 2, pp. 91–115.
Th rosby, D. (2001). Economics and Culture, Cambridge University Press. Cambridge, UK.
